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AGREEMENT IN PERSONALITY TRAIT RATINGS: 
AT FIRST AND OVER TIME 

MICHAEL P. SULLIVAN AND ANDREA CHAPDELAINE 
Wabash College, IN, USA 

Despite conventional wisdom to the contrary, researchers have failed to consistently find a 
relationship between acquaintance and interjudge agreement in perceptions of personality traits. 
One hundred and thirty-one participants divided into 29 small groups rated themselves and other 
group members on 7 personality traits 3 times over the course of 6 months with initial measures 
completed within the first week of acquaintance. Improving upon previous designs to include the 
initial acquaintance period revealed that agreement in judgments of group members’ emotional 
stability and conscientiousness increased within the first 8 weeks of acquaintance. After 8 weeks, 
agreement did not increase for any of the traits. Results are interpreted to bridge the gap between 
empirical findings and lay knowledge of the acquaintance process. 
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Proverbs and advice such as “don’t judge a man until you’ve walked in his 
shoes” and “take some time to get to know her” suggest that people’s abilities to 
perceive others change with increased acquaintance. Building from such beliefs, 
people reasonably expect that those who are well acquainted will be more likely 
to agree on their perceptions of one another as compared to others who do not 
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636 AGREEMENT IN PERSONALITY TRAIT JUDGMENTS  
know each other as well. That is, a group of people who are well acquainted will  
agree more with one another’s judgments about each of the group members as  
compared to a group of less well acquainted individuals. Despite the reason- 
ableness of this belief, researchers have often failed to show an effect of acqu-
aintance on how much people’s perceptions of others agree (Kenny, Albright, 
Malloy, & Kashy, 1994; Park, Kraus, & Ryan, 1997). This rift between popular 
belief and empirical findings can lead to one of two conclusions: either members 
of the general public do not understand their own perceptions of one another, or 
previous investigations of this phenomenon have not fully captured the richness of 
how person perceptions change over time. The current study was based on the 
latter conclusion and was designed to improve upon past studies examining the 
role of acquaintance on agreement of personality judgments by extending the 
period of time assessed to include initial acquaintance.  
Empirical investigations into the role of acquaintance on levels of agreement, or 

consensus, in judgments of personality traits have yielded inconsistent conclu-
sions. A review of 20 cross-sectional studies (Kenny et al., 1994), including both 
studies of highly acquainted individuals and nonacquainted individuals, sugg-
ested that acquaintance may lead to increased consensus with regard to the Big 
Five (Norman, 1963) personality traits. Of the studies reviewed, those in which 
consensus at zero acquaintance (no prior interaction between individuals) was 
examined demonstrated moderate levels of consensus for judgments of extro-
version and conscientiousness and lesser levels of consensus for agreeableness, 
emotional stability, and culture. Consensus levels across the Big Five traits were 
consistently higher in studies of people at low acquaintance as compared to 
those at zero acquaintance. Further, agreement was higher still in studies of 
highly acquainted individuals than those shown in zero or low acquaintance rela-
tionships.  

Conversely, the 12 longitudinal studies of consensus reviewed by Kenny et al.  
(1994) indicated that interjudge agreement does not increase as a function of  
acquaintance. In these studies, which included both experimentally constructed  
and naturally occurring groups, only slight increases in consensus for conscien-
tiousness, emotional stability, and culture were shown. There were no increases 
in agreement for ratings of extroversion or agreeableness over time. In addition, 
more recent longitudinal studies examining this question over the course of 
seven weeks (Paulhus & Reynolds, 1995) and eight months (Park et al., 1997) 
also failed to show an increase in consensus as a function of acquaintance.  

The inconsistency in these findings may be related to methodological differ- 
ences in the ways researchers have approached this question. In order to assess  
agreement in person perception, reliable measurements of inter-judge agreement  
first must be defined. Whether defined by consensus in the judgments of others or 
by the correlation between one’s own judgment and the judgments of others,  
measures of person perception represent complex arrays of social processes.  
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Because of this complexity, many early studies of person perception have been  
criticized for lacking the statistical sophistication necessary to capture the com- 
plexity of person perception (for further discussion of these arguments see 
Cronbach, 1955; Kenny, 1994).  In an attempt to better measure person percep- 
tion, the Social Relations Model (SRM; Kenny & LaVoie, 1984; Warner, Kenny,  
& Stoto, 1979) was developed to statistically control for biases in social judg- 
ments. The SRM allows variance in perceptions to be componentially analyzed  
to attribute any variance within perceptions to the perceiver, the target, or the  
unique interaction between those two individuals. Yet despite using this statisti- 
cal procedure researchers have reached different conclusions about the function  
of acquaintance in agreement due to differing definitions of acquaintance.  

In addition to using statistically valid measures of agreement, appropriate 
measures of acquaintance must be used in order to address the relationship  
between these constructs. When considering the effects of a dynamic construct,  
such as acquaintance, longitudinal or repeated measures designs are better suit- 
ed to examining changes in individuals’ perceptions than are studies that com- 
pare the perceptions of various people representing different levels of acquain- 
tance. Evidence of a relationship between agreement and acquaintance based on  
cross-sectional studies is inherently flawed; nevertheless, it is interesting that  
data examined across these individual studies have suggested an effect of 
acquaintance (e.g., Kenny et al., 1994) while the longitudinal studies conducted  
thus far have failed to show this effect (e.g., Albright, as cited in Kenny et al.,  
1994; Park et al., 1997).  

An obstacle to examining the effect of acquaintance on agreement is reliably  
assessing levels of acquaintance. In person perception research, relationships  
have typically been classified as representing either zero acquaintance, short- 
term acquaintance, or long-term acquaintance. Such classifications have relied  
on the number and length of interaction periods individuals have had despite the  
fact that there may be more variation experiences within each classification than  
there is between them. For instance, for the purpose of a review of the literature  
(Kenny et al., 1994), a study of Ham radio operators and a study of college room- 
mates were both used to represent long-term acquaintance despite the qualitative  
differences between the relationships of the two groups. The differences among  
studies that are unaccounted for within this simple classification system may  
lead to differences in agreement level regardless of the frequency of interactions. 
Differences in the situational factors that define the interactions of people, such  
as characteristics of friendship-based unstructured time versus task-oriented  
classroom discussions, have been shown to differentially affect agreement levels  
(Paulhus & Reynolds, 1995). Thus, the true effect of acquaintance may not have  
been reliably assessed when conclusions are drawn averaging across varied sit- 
uations.  
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Improving upon classifications based strictly on time measures, researchers  

have operationalized acquaintance as self-reported assessment by individuals of  
their relationships (e.g., Kenny & Kashy, 1994; Park et al., 1997). Although self-
reported acquaintance scores increased over time, these studies failed to show  
corresponding increased consensus. However, it should be noted that subjective  
ratings of acquaintance are not independent of the specific time periods in which  
individuals make their ratings. Willett (1989) argued that the reliability of data  
collected in repeated measures designs is related both to how many observations  
are made as well as to the interval of time between the measures. Similarly, con- 
clusions about a particular phenomenon have been shown to be affected by the  
arbitrary selection of an initial timepoint as well as by the chosen duration of the  
observation period (Rogosa, 1988). Thus, if ratings of the subjective feeling of  
being acquainted are to provide an adequate measure of acquaintance, they must  
be gathered after appropriate passages of time that allow for different levels of  
acquaintance – for instance, either  short-term or long-term acquaintance – to be  
experienced.  It is possible that changes in acquaintance were detected because  
individuals were repeatedly asked about acquaintance levels but not provided  
with opportunity for agreement to increase. Moreover, in order to relate ratings  
of acquaintance to measures of agreement, the time points selected to collect  
measures of each must be appropriate for identifying change in both variables.  
The selected timepoints for data collection may have been adequate to detect  
changes in acquaintance but inappropriate for identifying changes in consensus.  

In light of these shortcomings, an examination of the methodologies of two of  
the more compelling studies to date highlights the reason that researchers may  
have failed to find an effect of acquaintance on agreement expected by popular  
belief. In an effort to capture the complexity of the person-perception process in  
an unbiased way, both Albright (1990, as cited in Kenny et al., 1994) and Park  
et al. (1997) collected measures of agreement with SRM designs. Furthermore,  
in accordance with critiques of the field (Kenny, Horner, Kashy, & Chu, 1992;  
Kenny, 1994; Malloy & Albright, 1990) their data were collected from individ- 
uals who lived together over a period of time and interacted in naturalistic envi- 
ronments unconstrained by experimental protocol. Albright measured consensus 
levels of trait perceptions three times over the course of an academic year. How-
ever, the initial ratings were collected after five weeks of acquaintance. Similarly, 
Park et al. (1997) collected ratings of the acquaintance of college roommates 
and perceptions of personality traits four times over eight months, but the first 
data collection occurred after a two-week period. These lapses between actual 
initial acquaintance and the initial measurement most certainly allowed indi-
viduals time to become acquainted prior to the start of the studies. Although  
in these studies the relationship between quality measures of interjudge con-
sensus and acquaintance were used, this relationship was not assessed during 
the potentially critical period of initial acquaintance, when perceivers were 
first forming impressions of others.  
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  The present study was designed and conducted to examine more fully the role 
that acquaintance has on agreement of personality judgments during this unex- 
plored initial period.  Building from the strengths of previous investigations, it  
was expected that this study would help provide a clearer picture of the rela- 
tionship between acquaintance and agreement. Acquaintance was not only oper- 
ationalized as the passage of time over a six-month period, but also by subjec- 
tive reports provided by participants at each of the data collections. Moreover, to  
capture as much of the acquaintance process as possible, initial measures of  
agreement were collected at the first opportunity (within the first week of mem- 
bers of the group meeting) so as to more closely approximate a zero-acquain- 
tance level than in previous reports. In this study, the relationships between  
group members from their (close to) initial meeting over a six-month period  
were examined in a methodologically appropriate way. It was expected that this  
study would provide a more conclusive definition of the effect of acquaintance  
on agreement in personality judgments than in previous research and would  
bridge the gap between empirical findings and common conceptions of the 
acquaintance process.  

METHOD 
 

PARTICIPANTS  
The current study was conducted at an all-male, residential, liberal arts college.  

Prior to arriving on campus, first-year students were sent letters requesting their  
participation in the study. Each participant was then randomly assigned to a  
group of 4-7 people within his permanent campus residence. It should be noted 
that individuals consented to participate in the study and were assigned to groups 
before being introduced to any group members. In the current set of analyses, 
only individuals who participated in all three data collection periods are inclu-
ded. A total of 131 male participants in 29 groups, representing 11 campus resi-
dences, completed the study. Because the number of first-year students in each 
residence differed, group sizes were varied so as to involve the maximum avail-
able number of participants. This procedure yielded 17 groups of 4, 9 groups 
of 5, and 3 groups of 6 people.  
 
SETTING  
Upon arrival at campus, students were compelled to take part in a time-inten- 

sive orientation program during which they participated in group discussions and  
activities. For this program, incoming students were randomly assigned to activ- 
ity groups that were all housed in one campus dormitory. The structure of this  
program minimized the opportunity for informal social interactions outside of  
their activity group so that most students did not become acquainted with, if even  
introduced to, the other individuals from their permanent campus residence.  
Thus, at the time of the first data collection participants had known one anoth- 
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er for only a few days. Although not a true zero-acquaintance paradigm, this des-
ign greatly reduced the amount of acquaintance between participants as com-
pared to previous studies.  

By the time of the final data collection period, participants had lived together  
for approximately 6 months. Most participants lived in fraternity houses while  
other groups were made up of roommates and nearby residents. The living  
arrangements of these students ensured a great deal of interaction during this  
time as they completed many tasks together, such as doing house chores, eating 
at the dining hall, participating in group activities (such as building Home-
coming floats), and attending weekend retreats with other first-year students.   
Additionally, many of the freshmen shared common sleeping quarters which 
allowed for even greater interaction.  
All data collection was conducted at the students’ residences. The researchers  

arranged to meet with all of the participants in each residence during a specific  
time, so that the vast majority of data collections took place with all group mem- 
bers present. Questionnaires were left with group members for those participants  
who could not meet at the scheduled time, and these students completed the  
questionnaires and returned them to the researchers via campus mail.  
 
PROCEDURE  
Participants completed an extensive questionnaire three times over the course  

of the academic year. The first data collection period was in the first week of the  
fall semester (late August). The second period occurred eight weeks later (early  
October), and the third collection was 22 weeks after the initial ratings (mid- 
February).  

A round-robin design was used so that participants made judgments about each  
of the members of their group, including themselves, at each data collection peri- 
od. The data reported here involved participants’ perceptions of themselves and  
of other group members along seven personality traits, including the Big Five  
constructs: extroversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability,  
and culture (Norman, 1963), as well as creativity and trustworthiness. Each of  
the personality constructs was measured with two 7-point bipolar adjective  
scales1  (with higher scores indicating more positive ratings). Participants also  
provided ratings of each group member with regard to how well do you know this  
group member? along a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = do not know very well, 7  
= know extremely well).  
   

 

1 Bipolar adjectives used to form constructs: extroversion (sociable-unsociable, outgoing-withdrawn); 
agreeableness  (compassionate-uncaring, considerate-thoughtless); conscientiousness (responsible-irrespon-
sible, reliable-unreliable); emotional stability (even-tempered-moody, easygoing-temperamental); culture 
(intelligent-unintelligent, knowledgeable-unknowledgeable); creative (imaginative-unimaginative, creative-
uncreative); trust (honest-dishonest, trustworthy-untrustworthy).  
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A repeated-measures analysis of variance was used to examine whether the ave-
rage level of acquaintance reported by group members increased across data 
collection periods. This analysis revealed that, as expected, the average level of 
acquaintance reported by group members changed over the course of the study, 
F(2, 56) = 76.31, p < .001. Planned comparisons were conducted to further 
examine this effect between successive time points. These tests showed an 
increase in acquaintance from Time 1 (M = 3.83, SD = 0.71) to Time 2 (M = 
4.87, SD = 0.59), t (27) = 106.05, p < .001, as well as from Time 2 to Time 3 (M = 
5.07, SD = 0.73), t (27) = 6.76, p < .02. Therefore, these data show that people 
reported increased acquaintance at each data collection period. This finding was 
interpreted to support the operationalization of acquaintance as the passage of 
time for other analyses. Alternatively, these self-reported levels of acquaintance 
could have been used to directly assess changes in inter-judge agreement; but 
the ratings were necessarily linked to the time points at which they were coll-
ected (e.g., Willett, 1989) so that it made statistical and practical sense to use self-
ratings as a manipulation check rather than a manipulation itself.  
 
CONSENSUS OF PERSONALITY TRAIT JUDGMENTS  
The multivariate round-robin design was analyzed using SOREMO (Kenny,  

1993), a FORTRAN computer program created specifically for person percep- 
tion analyses. This program conducts an SRM analysis that allows variance in  
people’s perceptions of others to be attributed to the three components of any  
person perception: a perceiver, a target, and the unique relationship between  
specific perceiver and target. The perceiver variance denotes the way in which  
an individual tends to perceive others. The target variance refers to the way in  
which an individual tends to be perceived. The relationship variance indicates  
the unique way in which an individual is perceived while at the same time con- 
trolling for the perceiver effects of the judge and the target effect of the individ- 
ual. These variance terms are theoretical values estimating the variances that  
would be attributed to each source based on an infinite number of perceivers and  
targets. This theoretical value is the absolute variance estimate for each respec- 
tive source. The relative variance estimate is a particular variance score, such  
as target variance, divided by the sum of the perceiver, target, and relationship  
variances.2 Relative variances can be easily understood as correlations; for  
instance, the relative target variance is essentially the predicted correlation 
 
 
 

 

2 Because the absolute variances are theoretical values rather than estimates based on actual scores, the sum of 
the variance identified in perceptions is not restricted to a scale between 0 and 1. Relative variances, how-
ever, are restricted so that the identified variances sum to 1.  
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between the perceptions of two judges who rate the same targets. Consensus 
scores refer to the level of relative target variance in a set of judgments, thus 
indicating the level of agreement between individuals.  

Since two indicators were used to measure each construct, error variance could  
be separated from relationship variance in these analyses. Thus, the sum of the  
variances is divided into four components, although only three are theoretically  
interesting. In SOREMO, variance is computed within each group and then  
pooled across groups. Single sample t tests were used to determine the signifi- 
cance level of each variance component. Significance tests use group as the unit  
of analysis for the variance components. The variance component used in each  
significance test was weighted by the group size less one.  

As shown in the top panel of Table 1, participants were able to reach consen- 
sus with regard to specific trait ratings at each of the three time points. At Time  
1, consensus of judgments was indicated with regard to extroversion, agreeable- 

TABLE 1  
RELATIVE TARGET, PERCEIVER, AND RELATIONSHIP VARIANCES OF PERSONALITY TRAITS  

 

Data Collection Time  

Construct Target Variance 

Extroversion .429*** .324*** .297*** 
Agreeableness .154** .189* .202*** 
Conscientiousness .106* .315** .221*** 
Emotional Stability .129 .275*** .230*** 
Culture .118* .161** .181*** 
Creativity .085 .181*** .108* 
Trust .073 .214* .227* 

Perceiver Variance 

Extroversion .065* .156* .191** 
Agreeableness .089* .166** .146** 
Conscientiousness .135* .159+ .100** 
Emotional Stability .023 .150** .102* 
Culture .187*** .298* .218* 
Creativity .183** .338** .228*** 
Trust .188+ .227* .159*** 

Relationship Variance 

Extroversion .256*** .272*** .199*** 
Agreeableness .340*** .275*** .253*** 
Conscientiousness .400*** .309*** .339** 
Emotional Stability .452*** .306*** .314*** 
Culture .257*** .218** .235** 
Creativity .351*** .207*** .365** 
Trust .383*** .276*** .314** 

Note: +p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001  
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CHANGE IN AVERAGE LEVELS OF CONSENSUS FOR PERSONALITY TRAIT RATINGS AS A FUNCTION 
OF ACQUAINTANCE 

Construct Overall Changea Time 1 - Time 2b Time 2 - Time 3b 

Extroversion 2.58+ 2.23 0.73 
Agreeableness 0.66 0.72 0.00 
Conscientiousness 4.12* 5.75* 2.18 
Emotional Stability 2.16* 4.35* 0.33 
Culture 0.71 0.77 0.04 
Creativity 1.33 1.53 4.00* 
Trust 2.03 2.56 0.00 

Note: a:Significance testing reflects the F value for a test with df = 2, 56, b:Significance testing reflects a t 
value for a test with df = 28.  +p < .10, *p < .05  

ness, conscientiousness, and culture. The traits of emotional stability, creativity,  
and trustworthiness failed to reach statistical significance. At both of the later  
two time points, statistically significant levels of consensus were reached for  
each of the 7 personality traits rated. Overall, ratings of personality traits (judg- 
ments of the 7 traits each measured at 3 time points) yielded significant levels of  
interjudge agreement 18 out of 21 times. These findings show that individuals  
demonstrated a degree of consensus in judgments necessary to meaningfully  
examine the role that acquaintance may have in these agreement levels.  

The relative perceiver and relative relationship variances also illustrated in  
Table 1 do not implicate the question of interest involving consensus levels but  
are included in order to provide readers with a more complete understanding of  
the perceptions being discussed. As shown, statistically significant levels of per- 
ceiver variance indicate that ratings of many traits reflected the tendencies of  
judges to perceive traits across targets. Furthermore, there were significant lev- 
els of relationship variance for each trait at each time point. This finding sug- 
gests there were many unique relationships between the individuals in this study. 
These scores also provide the means to identify the levels of error in perceptions  
of each trait by subtracting the sum of these 3 variances listed for each trait from  
the total variance possible (1.0).  
 
CHANGES IN RATINGS AS A FUNCTION OF ACQUAINTANCE  
To assess changes in consensus as a function of increased acquaintance, a 7  

(personality traits) x 3 (time of year) doubly multivariate repeated-measures  
MANOVA was conducted. This analysis revealed that across the time points of  
the study, the average levels of consensus differed with regard to some of the  
traits (see Figure 1). Specifically, statistical data on consensus differed signifi- 
cantly over time for judgments of conscientiousness (F(2, 56) = 4.12, p < .05),  
emotional stability (F(2, 56) = 3.06, p < .05), and differed marginally signifi- 
cantly in judgments of extroversion (F(2, 56) = 2.58, p < .10). To directly test 
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Figure 1. Relative target variances for each personality trait measured over time.  
 
the hypothesis concerning the effect of acquaintance on interjudge agreement, a  
priori contrasts were conducted to test changes in average consensus level be-
tween successive data collection periods. As illustrated in Table 2, consensus  
increased between Time 1 and Time 2 with regard to judgments of conscien- 
tiousness, t(28) = 5.75, p < .05, and emotional stability, t(28) = 4.35, p < .05.  
Interestingly, interjudge agreement was shown to decrease for perceptions of 
creativity between Time 2 and Time 3, t(28) = 4.00, p < .05. Judgments of no  
other traits demonstrated any changes in consensus across these time periods.  

 
DISCUSSION  

 
The present study was designed to examine whether interjudge agreement of  

personality traits increases as people become more acquainted. Whereas com- 
mon beliefs and lay wisdom arguing that this relationship exists within natural- 
ly occurring settings have been backed by suggestive findings from research  
(e.g., Kenny et al., 1994), recent evidence gathered from more methodological- 
ly sound studies (e.g., Park et al., 1997) has been to the contrary. Specifically, a  
study with groups of college roommates who interacted in naturalistic settings  
over the course of eight months revealed that consensus levels in personality  
judgments did not increase with increased acquaintance (Park et al.). In the cur- 
rent study we built on the strengths of this research but also examined the ini-
tial period of acquaintance which had not been previously assessed. This exam-
ination provided evidence consistent with previous findings but also showed 
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that agreement in personality judgments did change over the first weeks 
of acquaintance.  

In accordance with common usage and understanding of the term, acquain- 
tance was defined by marked periods of time. This chronological definition was  
validated by assessing participants’ subjective feelings of acquaintance at each  
data collection by directly inquiring how well they knew each group member. In  
this study, data collection times were determined to coincide with significant  
events within the naturalistic setting that allowed for varied interaction between  
group members (i.e., completing Homecoming events and finishing semester 
examinations). Not surprisingly, individuals reported knowing one another to a  
greater degree at each data collection; thus, measures of agreement at each data  
collection reflected an increase in acquaintance. Agreement was defined as con- 
sensus in the judgments of others and assessed using a SRM analysis (Kenny,  
1993). The pattern of consensus reported at each data collection proved to be  
consistent with past person perception research. As illustrated in Table 1, there  
was a significant amount of target variance in people’s perceptions of one anoth- 
er. This significant level of target variance suggested that judges were able to  
reach a consensus regarding the specific standing of others on personality traits  
at each time and as early as during the first week of acquaintance.  

In the present study, analyses revealed that the abilities of individuals to agree  
in their judgments of the personality traits of others varied as a function of trait  
and time (see Table 2 and Figure 1). Specifically, agreement increased for judg- 
ments of conscientiousness and emotional stability between the first two time  
points. Consensus levels for the other five traits did not increase between Time 1  
and Time 2. The finding that acquaintance affected agreement for some traits but  
not for others appears to be consistent with commonly held beliefs regarding the  
relationship between these variables. The belief that people understand one  
another better over a period of time implies that judgments concerning the per- 
sonalities of others depend upon interactions with, or observation of, individuals  
in certain situations that highlight aspects of the personalities of those individu- 
als. That is, to determine how reliable an employee is, a supervisor must first  
witness a situation in which that person demonstrates (or fails to demonstrate)  
behavior indicative of their reliability. This is consistent with the present find- 
ing that judgments of one’s emotional stability (defined as even-tempered or  
temperamental behavior), necessitated observations of the behaviors of people  
during various situations that demonstrated the consistency of their emotionali- 
ty. Similarly, judgments of another person’s conscientiousness (as defined by  
responsible and reliable) required that opportunities to act in a responsible, or  
irresponsible, way were presented and observed. On the other hand, traits such  
as extroversion (outgoing and sociable) and culture (intelligent and knowledge- 
able) were apparent to judges in many interactions; therefore, judges made deci- 
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sions about the standing of the individual along these dimensions more quickly 
and did not show the same increases seen in more situation-specific traits. The 
empirical findings can thus be seen to support the concepts that lay people have 
of the relationship between acquaintance and agreement.  

However, consensus was not shown to increase with regard to any of the traits  
between the later two data collections. Failing to find increases in consensus lev- 
els after eight weeks of acquaintance was consistent with previous research. In  
their respective studies, Albright (as cited in Kenny et al., 1994) and Park et al. 
(1997) also failed to find, after similar periods of acquaintance, that increased  
acquaintance leads to increased agreement. Unexpectedly, the present data  
showed less agreement in judgments of creativity after 22 weeks than after eight  
weeks. Although neither predicted nor assessed in previous studies, this finding  
can also be interpreted as the opposite effect of the same dynamics that led to the  
earlier increases in agreement for emotional stability and conscientiousness. 
Because standards of creativity vary substantially there may be little basis to  
expect agreement in creativity judgments. Thus, increased opportunity to 
observe the creative works and thoughts of group members (measured as imag- 
inative and creative) after the first eight weeks of acquaintance may have resulted 
in the use of different standards by judges rather than the baseline ratings that  
were used when less information was available earlier in the relationship.  
These data conform perfectly with what was known from previous studies, but  

add to the previous understanding of the acquaintance process by extending the  
scope of the investigation. In this study we demonstrated that agreement 
level increased for specific traits between initial acquaintance and eight weeks 
later, but did not increase after eight weeks. Park et al. (1997) did not find an 
increase in consensus beyond two weeks of acquaintance. The discrepancy 
between the previous and present findings is, therefore, in the time period unique 
to the present study. Furthermore, this novel finding offers a reconciliation 
between empirical investigations and common knowledge. Given these find-
ings, agreement does increase with acquaintance – at least initially. In fact, this 
finding suggests that greater change in agreement levels might be detected if 
zero acquaintance were to be operationalized even better than it was in the 
present study. Further research focusing more closely on judgments of traits 
within these first few weeks would provide an even better understanding of 
this critical acquaintance period.  

While replicating previous findings indicating no effect of acquaintance, the  
current conclusions also provide evidence supportive of the popular belief that  
acquaintance does change agreement. Thus, extending the scope of study to  
include the earlier period of acquaintance allows for greater understanding of the  
entire process and helps clarify discrepancies between empirical research and  
common knowledge. These data show what people have known for years: agree- 
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ment in personality judgments does increase with acquaintance, if only very 
early in the acquaintance process.  
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